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REMARKS 

In response to the Office Action mailed January 29, 2010, the Assignee of the present 
application. Nuance Communications, Inc., respectfully requests reconsideration. Claims 1, 5 and 
20-23 were previously pending for examination. Claims 1, 5, 21 and 22 have been amended herein. 
No claims have been canceled. As a result, claims 1, 5 and 20-23 are currently pending for 
examination, with claims 1,21 and 22 being independent. No new matter has been added. 

Examiner Interview Summary 
As a preliminary matter, Assignee's representatives thank Examiner Pullias for granting and 
conducting a telephone iaterview held on May 6, 2010. The substance of the interview is 
summarized herein. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S102 
The Office Action rejected claims 1 and 20-23 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 7,149,694 ("Harb"). The claims as amended herein clearly 
distinguish over Harb. 

A. Independent Claim 1 

Claim 1, as amended, recites: 

A method of administering a pluraUty of managed systems in a managed 
network using a voice interface, the method comprising: 

storing a system speech profile corresponding to at least one managed system 
of the plurality of managed systems, wherein the system speech profile specifies 
which capabilities of the at least one managed system are available on the managed 
network and which capabilities are to be voice-enabled and made accessible via a 
telephony interface; and 

automatically generating a grammar and a speech dialog for the at least one 
managed system using the system speech profile, wherein: 

the speech dialog for the at least one managed system includes at least one 
audio prompt that is played via a telephone in response to accessing, via the 
telephony interface, at least one of the voice-enabled capabilities of the at least one 
managed system, wherein the at least one of the voice enabled capabilities comprises 
at least one administrative function to administer the at least one managed system, 
and 
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the speech dialog allows the user to administer the at least one managed 
system by accessing the at least one administrative function via at least one voice 
command. 
(Emphasis added). 

Harb does not teach "the speech dialog for the at least one managed system includes at least 
one audio prompt that is played via a telephone in response to accessing, via the telephony interface, 
at least one of the voice-enabled capabilities of the at least one managed system, wherein the at least 
one of the voice enabled capabilities comprises at least one administrative function to administer the 
at least one managed system," as recited in claim 1. 

As noted by the Assignee during the telephone interview, in the portion cited in the Office 
Action as purportedly describing a speech dialog as claimed (col. 4, lines 25-34), Harb teaches that 
"voice apphcation 14 uses a standard application programming interface 30 that enables the voice 
application to interact with voice infrastructure 20 using a predefine set of commands and data 
protocols specific to various voice access products" (Harb, col. 4, lines 29-33). Thus, while Harb 
describes that the voice apphcation interacts with voice infrastructure using a predefined set of 
commands, nowhere does Harb mention a speech dialog that is played via a telephone in response to 
accessing, via the telephony interface, at least one of the voice-enabled capabilities of the at least 
one managed system, wherein the at least one of the voice enabled capabilities comprises at least 
one administrative function to administer the at least one managed system (emphasis added). 
Indeed, Harb does not teach providing a capability to administer managed systems via a telephone 
and, accordingly, no dialog with one or more audio prompts for providing such a capability is 
described. 

Harb also does teach or suggest that "the speech dialog allows the user to administer the at 
least one managed system by accessing the at least one administrative function via at least one voice 
command," as recited in claim 1. While Harb describes operations performed by a user, these 
operations are not related to administrative functions used for administering a managed system. In 
addition, these operations are performed via a graphical user interface and not via a telephone. For 
example, Harb states that a user interface is provided to enable an administrator to select a UI 
object pertaining to a user interface provided by the data system to provide grammar update support. 
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(Harb, col. 2, lines 21-23) (emphasis added). The administrator can select appropriate checkboxes 
to identify which views, applets, and columns/fields/controls the administrator would like to provide 
grammar update support for (Harb, col. 9, lines 46-50). Harb also states that the administrator is 
presented with a graphical user interface such as a dialog box or web page that enables the user to 
select an application to voice enable from among one or more applications that are supported by the 
enterprise data system (Harb, col. 7, lines 42-47). 

As seen from the foregoing, Harb is completely silent with respect to the speech dialog for at 
least one managed system including at least one audio prompt that is played via a telephone in 
response to accessing, via the telephony interface, at least one of the voice-enabled capabilities 
comprising at least one adminisfrative ftinction to administer the at least one managed system, 
where the speech dialog is used to administer the at least one managed system by accessing the at 
least one administrative function via at least one voice command. Thus, claim 1 patentably 
distinguishes over Harb and is in condition for allowance. Claims 5, 20 and 23 depend from claim 1 
and are allowable for at least the same reasons. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claims , 
5, 20 and 23 is respectfully requested. 



B. Independent Claim 21 

As should be clear from the above discussion, Harb does not teach or suggest "the speech 
dialog for each managed system includes at least one audio prompt that is played via a telephone in 
response to accessing, via the telephony interface, at least one of the voice-enabled capabilities of its 
corresponding managed system wherein the at least one of the voice enabled capabilities comprises 
at least one administrative function to administer the corresponding managed system; and the 
speech dialog allows the user to administer the corresponding managed system by accessing the at 
least one administrative function via at least one voice command," as recited in claim 21 . 

In view of the foregoing, claim 21 patentably distinguishes over Harb and is in condition for 
allowance. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 21 is respectfully requested. 



1908842.1 



AppUcationNo. 10/677,891 

Reply to Office Action of January 29, 2010 



8 



Docket No.: N0484.70561US00 



C. Independent Claim 22 

As should be clear from the above discussion, Harb does not teach or suggest "the 
speech dialog for each managed system includes at least one audio prompt that is played via a 
telephone in response to accessing, via the telephony interface, at least one of the voice-enabled 
capabilities of its corresponding managed system wherein the at least one of the voice enabled 
capabilities comprises at least one administrative function to administer the corresponding managed 
system, and the speech dialog allows the user to administer the corresponding managed system by 
accessing the at least one administrative function via at least one voice command," as recited in 
claim 22. 

In view of the foregoing, claim 22 patentably distinguishes over Harb and is in condition for 
allowance. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 22 is respectfully requested. 

General Comments on Dependent Claims 
Since each of the dependent claims depends from a base claim that is beUeved to be in 
condition for allowance, for the sake of brevity, the Assignee believes that it is unnecessary at this 
time to argue the ftirther distinguishing features of the dependent claims. However, the Assignee 
does not necessarily concur with the interpretation of the dependent claims as set forth in the Office 
Action, nor does the Assignee concur that the basis for rejection of any of the dependent claims is 
proper. Therefore, the Assignee reserves the right to specifically address the fijrfher patentability of 
the dependent claims in the future. 



1908842.1 



Application No. 10/677,891 

Reply to Office Action of Januaiy 29, 2010 



9 



Docket No.: N0484.70561US00 



CONCLUSION 



A Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. The Examiner is requested to call the 
undersigned at the telephone number Usted below if this communication does not place the case in 
condition for allowance. 

If this response is not considered timely filed and if a request for an extension of time is 
otherwise absent, the Assignee hereby requests any necessary extension of time. If there is a fee 
occasioned by this response, including an extension fee, the Director is hereby authorized to charge 
any deficiency or credit any overpayment in the fees filed, asserted to be filed or which should have 
been filed herewith to our Deposit Account No. 23/2825, under Docket No. N0484.70561US00. 




Respectfully submitted. 




Richard F. Giunta, Reg. No. 36,149 

WOLF, GREENFIELD «& SACKS, P.C. 

Federal Reserve Plaza 

600 Atlantic Avenue 

Boston, Massachusetts 02210-2206 

617.646.8000 
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